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EiMARKS 

The Examiner has rejecied Claim 3 1. under 35 li.S.C'. 1 12. first, paragraph, as 
taiiiny to comply with die cnabicniciu loquiicriH'ni >pf(,ifii.'aH>\ lite bxat)iint*r has 
stuucti that \inc' ofordinaiy skiii in die an would not ujiderstaiid hou an assorted signa! 
(i.e. strobe) itself can be "coupled to |a ttiemojyr' atid tJiat "one skilled in tJie art wouid 
recognize that only a physical medium itself, carrying said signal couid be coupled to the 
memory " Applicant respectfully disagrees and assem that "asserting a common write 
strobe coupled to all of the FIFO memories" does in hct comply with the enablement 
requirement. 

In addition, the Examiner has rejected Claims 12 arid 1 7-25 under 35 U.S.C, 1 12, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. Specifically, the 
Examiner has argued that the phrase "on the fly" renders the claim indefinite,^ 
Applicant respectful ly disagrees and notes that the above claim language is to be read 
according to the p]mn and ordinaiA- nieaning thereof, in view of relevant dictionary 
definitions, and in further view of the definitions provided in the specification, as noted in 
the Amendment dated 01/15/2007. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims i, 3-5, 8, iO-1 2, 14, 16, 26-28, and 31 under 35 
U.S.C. i02(b) as being anticipated by Searby (U.S. Patent No. 5,765,186). Additionally, 
the Examiner has rejected Claim 15 utider 35 IF.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Searby, in view of Oftlcial Notice. Further still, the Examiner has rejected Claims 2, 9, 
17, and 19-25 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Searby, in view of 
Stolox^itz (U.S. Patent No. 6,018,778), Applicant respectfully disagrees with such 
rejections. 

With respect to independent Claims 1 and 10, the Examiner has relied on Col. 3, 
lines 52-67 from the Searby reference to make a prior art. showng of applicant's claimed 
"receiving and storing read data responsive to timing signals provided by the respective 
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drive" (see this or similar, but not necessarily identical language in tlie aforementioned 
claims). Applicant's arguments made on page 12 of the Amendment mailed 01/15/2007 
are hereby incorporated by reference. 

In the Office Action dated 03,^6,^007, the Examiner has argued that "[ajpplicant 
does in fact describe synchronizing the data transfer from drives to the buffer" and has 
forther argued that "[ajpplicant concedes by his own admission that Searby synchronizes 
data transfer from the drives to the RAM buffer, as similarly recited by [aJppHcant in the 
preamble." 

Applicant respectfully disagrees and notes that applicant claims "receiving and 
storing read data responsive to timing signals provided by the respective drive" (emphasis 
added), in tlie context claimed, .In addition, the excerpts relied on by the Examiner 
merely teach "transferring means comprising means for providing an indication when 
^aid data is available for transfer" and that "the controlling means [are] responsive to said 
mdi.ca.uon from said transftMrmgjm^ (Col, 3, line 59 - Col. 4, line I - emphasis 
added ) However, merely disclosing controlling means responsive to an indication from 
« transferring means that data is available for transfer , as in Searby, does not teach 
"receiving and storing read data responsive to timing signals provided by the respective 
drive" (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. Clearly, an indication from 
transferring meatus, as in Searby, simply fails to even suggest " timing signals provided by 
the respective drive" (emphasis added), in the manner as claimed by applicant. 

in addition, with respect to independent Qaims 1 and iO, the E.xaminer has relied 
on Col. 5, lines 38-49 from the Searby reference to make a prior art showing of 
applicant's claimed "causing each of the drives to. . . transfer the retrieved data from the 
drive into its corresponding two-port memory using the timing signals provided by the 
respective drive" (see this or similar, but not necessaiily identical language in the 
aforementioned claims) .Applicant's arguments made on page 12, last paragraph, 
through page L>, fiisl paragraph oi'the Amendment mailed 01/15/2007 are hereby 
incorporated by reference 
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In the Office Action dated 03/26/2007, the Examiner has argued that in "Searby in 
Fig. 2, and col. 5, lines 39-49, a request signal is associated with each respective drive, in 
order to control the transfer of infornuati on. " Appli cant respectfully disagrees and notes 
that the exceipts relied on by the Examiner merely teach that "a system controller. . . 
receives frame request data from an external processing apparatus . . . via request bus 52 
and in response thereto outputs.cgntfd (Col . 5, lines 39-42 - emphasis added). In 
addition, Searby teaches that "[t]he controlier 5 1 also receives request signals REQ from 
each of {he second SCSI interfaces associated \sith the RAM buffers thereby 
conti oiling the outputtuia of data' <Co! 5 Juies 44-4<-^ emphasis added) However, 
receivmg request signals which conuol the ouiimi of data tti SeaiLn, doc^ not teach 
"causing each of the drives to... ^ran^^ef the retuoseJ data from the dn\ e into its 
corresponding two-port memory using the timin g si g nals provided by the respective 
drive" (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. Clearly, receiving request signals 
from each of the second SCSI interfaces, as in Searby, simply fails to even suggest 
"ttroingjij»nal§ provided by the respecdyednye" (emphasis added), in the manner as 
claimed by applicant. 

Further, with respect to independent Claims 1, and 10, the Examiner has relied on 
Fig. 2, element 49 and Co!. 7, lines 32-46 from the Searby reference to make a prior art 
showing of applicant's claimed "monitoring each of the two-port, memories to detect a 
non-empty condition" (see this or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the 
aforementioTjed claims). Applicant's aT^uments made on page 13, second paragraph, 
through page 1 4, first paragraph of the Amendment mailed Ol/1 5/2007 are hereby 
incorporated by reference. 

In the Office Action dated 03/26/2007, the Examiner has relied on an inherency 
aigument regarding applicant's claimed "monitoring each of the two-port memories to 
detect a non-empty condition," as claimed. Specifically, the Examiner has argued that 
"memory monitoring to some degree is inherent in a system such as Searby 's... since 
Searby' s system is directed to tlie parallel transfer of data, the system must wait until 
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each of the niemodes has data present before the data can be sent to the highway" and 
that theretbre, "his system must inherently perform some sort of monitoring process of 
the memories to deternibe if data is present to transfer." 

AppiicaiU respectfully disagrees and asserts that Searby jnerely discloses that 
"[t]he registers 41 to 44 each hold a single wwd of data and the word is output therefrom 
as each of the tri-state butTers 45 to 48 .i.sMaMed.jn seay^^'ice" and that "[ejach tri-state 
buffer 45 to 48 is enabled indivi dually for output of the data word from the respective 
jcgjstc to {he highway 49" (Col 7 lines 30-42 - emphasis added) However, nioreK 
enabling a tn-state buffer tor <.\.t ^ o- Mie dt^n-i '^^..-^id ttom the lespectsx e je^jsrer as in 
Scarbv, bimph fails to e\ cn suggest \o uonng each of the twfvpon mi^tnoi les lo Jutett 
a non-tmpt> condition" (emphasis added), as clanncd in siew of the fiiuunKius nuiJe 
hereinabove, any such inherency argimient has been adequately rebutted, and a notice of 
allowance or a specific prior art showing of such claim features, in combination with the 
remaining claim elements is respectfully requested. (See MPEP 21 12) 

Further, with respect to independent Claims 1 , 10, and 17, the Examiner has relied 
on Fig. 2, elements 49 and 50; Col. 5, lines 22-37; Col. 6, lines 14-31, and Col. 7, lines 
32-46 from the Searby reference to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed 
"synchronously reading the transferred data from all of the two-port memories, thereby 
forming synchronous read data, and writing the synchronous read data into the buffer" 
(see this or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the aforementioned claims). 
Appiicanf s argimients made on page 14, second paragraph, through page 1 4, last 
paragraph of the Amendment mailed 01/15/2007 are hereby incoiporated by reference. 

In the Office Action dated 03/26/2007, the Examiner has argued that 
'synchronous data is formed and written at least by the time it is transmitted, hence 
Searby does in iact [teach j "synchronously reading the transferred data from all of the 
two-port memories'" and that "therefore the daVd forrmxJ from rhis transmissKm is in fact 
synchronous as required by the instant claim." Applicant respecifuli> dt^agree^ and notes 
that the excerpts from Searby relied on by the Examiner merely teach Uiat "[o]nce all of 
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the dai a for the requested fi ame has been ti ansferred to the RAN 1 buffers it can be 
output therefroni to the highway'' (Col 7, hnes 32-34) where ''the word ts output 
therefltom as eaJi ol thi, l e ' T'o s \ - Mca n strt.|utrnve .iiul tUat jejaoh 

tri~j>tate buttci ti> iS js i^iiablcu uu* n ouaL> \> ouipm iii ihc ddU woid Uom tht 
icspet-'tise lot-^stci to ihehigh\\d\ 49 ({ ol lines 40-42 cmpb<iMs added i Houevci, 
the mere disclosure that the word is output as each tri-state buffer is enabied iit sequence 
and indivjdually.outp.ut from the register to the highway, as in Searijy, simply trails to 
even suggest " forming synchronous read data" by " synchronously reading the transferred 
data from all of the two-port memories" (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. 

Further, with respect to independent Claim 26, the Examiner has reiied on Fig. 2, 
element 49 and Col 7, lines 32-46 from the Searby reference to make a prior art. showing 
of applicant's claimed "monitoring each of the two-port memories to detect a non-full 
condition." 

Applicant respectfully notes that the excerpts from Searby relied on by the 
Examiner merely teach thaf'lojnce ail of the data for the requested fiame has been 
transferred to the RA.M buffers. . . it can be output therefrom to the highway'' (Col. 7, 
lines 32-34), However, merely teaching that data tor a requested frame is output from the 
RAM buffers once its has all been transferred, as in Searby, does not teach " monitoring 
each of the two-port, memories to detect a aon-f«iI condition "' (emphasis added), as 
claimed by applicant. 

Thus, all of the independent claiins are deemed allowable. Moreover, the 
remaining dependent claims are further deemed allowable, in view of their dependence 
on such independent claims. 



